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In 1966 while a d‘ct01al candidate in mass communications at the
Univer51ty of Wiscons1n, I approached Proiecsor Bruce Westley about a
term paper a551gnment for his communicationeu?heory course than dev1ated
a good deal from the_general_uocial-psychological theories of communication
popular at fhe time. | | -

I had coﬁe ont of  a maéters;degree program in agricultural econonics
éhd wanted to explore the 1nformation and knowledge assumpt*ons of tradition->

al microeconomic theory. Economrc theoriots generaily have ass umed that

'the rational decisionmaker has perf°ct knowledge or when he lacks informa-

tion that he utilizes wvarious strategies to overcome his lack of information.

The question that]interested me was what happens to economic theory when

information is a variable rather than a constant--i,e., what is the role

{ —

|
- of 1nformation in economic decision making.

Professor Westley'gave ﬁe his go-ahead for the project end it was

eventually publiohed as a Joulialium Monograph. 1 After reV1eW1ng the

substantial economic szchological and soc1ological literature on decision
making, I concluded that rational decision making (weighing alternatives
and ch0051ngbthe one which maximizes or "satifices® a goal) does oceur bqt-

only. rarely.. Then I ado¥ted Katona's distinction between genuine decisions

2

‘and habitual decisions,” a di tinction closely paralleling the pnilosoohical

reasoning of John DeweyBand a model of communication and affective relations

which had Jjust been pnbliShed By Carter.4 The implications for communication

5

of these iwo types of decision hehavior were as follows,
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Although most economic decisions are made on the basis of habit,
genuinely rational decisions' are made in new situations where
the decision maker has Iittle previous decision experience and
in important "crossroads™ decisions., VWhen rational decisions

are made, the role of information is to reduce uncertainty. If
the de0151on maker had access to all relevant information and
had the mental capacity to analyze the information and relate

it to his situation, he would have little reason not to make

& rational decision., He could then easily choose the alter-
native which would meximize his chances of solving his problem...

‘However, in situations where the decision maker has previous
experience in making similar decisions or in relatively un-
‘important decisions, habit normally substitutes for genuine

" decision béhaviér: Information provided in a genuine decision
situation was previously the basis for the formation of this

- habit, and accurate information is thus extremely important in

the earlier situation if "good" habits ‘are to be formed. Once

habits have been formed, information may have little function

except to reinforce hablts-—l.- ., the decision maker will tend

to expose himself to and remember supportive information.

At this point, the model was overly simple, but it did seem to
have"seVeral_advantages. It seemed to explain the differing communication
behaviors which Fesfinger had distinguished tetween conflict (genuine
decision) and dissonance (habit). And as a receiver oriented model, it
directed both the researcher and the professional toward the receiver's
situation and openness to information rather than to the source's persuaéive
intent or desire to change attitudes or diffuse innovations. In other
‘words, it_fbld the professional commynicator to be an information seeker
first if he hoped eventually to give situationally relevant'ihformation'
to his receiver (which should be the most informative and/or persuasive
message) .
Since that initial publication, the model has changed considerably

as it has been applied in a variety of research situations. Research has
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been done in both orientational ard cbor;ientatlional situations and on
systems othér'than individuals (organizétions, groups, communities). And
the model now has gone far Eeyénd its origin in econoﬁics. The purpose

of this paper, then, is té update the theory, to review past applications,
aﬁd finally to present the results of a stopping exercise designea to test
‘?he‘predictions of" the ﬂodel.in_an experimental setting.

¢

Current Conceptualizgtion of the Model

My firse two elaborations of the model came with the realization
that not all habits are dysfunctional to “rational"-cognitive behavior

and thap the individual in many situations is not free within his situation

to choose-between alternd%gves.T
The realization that some haﬁité are useful led to a distinction
between what Dewey has called routine habits and intelligent nabits.8
. Intelligent habiys, I,réalized, aré an important vart of‘“éenuine decision
ﬁakingi" which I had then begun to call problem solving. A "problem solver"
‘formulates and improves ubon deéision rules vwhose funcfion is to lindt
the number of alternatives which he considers in similar future situations
‘and to ecohomize on information seeking. Decision rules are formed when
successful outcomes to problematic sitﬁations are generalized to apply in
fﬁtﬁreisituations. In forming decision rules, then, the problem solver
ié.creating "intelligent habits™ which will guide much of his behavior in
the future.’ | 0
Sometimés, however, decision~rules degenerate into inflexible or
routine habits. When a habit becomes figia’or routine it.shuis off

consideration of new alternatives within the situaticm-~i.e,, there is no
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recognition that the situatiOn'is either indeterminant or problemaéic;lo
~ At this point, I still had two types of decision processes—-
problem solving {which now includéd the use of decision rules) and routine
habit. Both of these types; however, were bgsed én the assﬁmption.that
decis;on‘making is solely a function of individual cognitive processes.
Then came the réalization that~the individual can be constrained by the
structure of his situation. The result was‘three'mdféiﬁypes of décisidﬁ&
constrained decision (vhere constraints are physicél, social, political
or economic stfuctures), ignorant habit (where the constraint is the indi-
vidﬁal's lack of education or mental capaéity),'and fatalism (ﬁhere.fhé
constréints of the situation result in @n absence of cognitive behavior).
The eséential difference in the cognitive process for thesé five
types of decisions was the number of discriminations made. In problem sol-
ving, the individual discrimihates between‘situatiohally félevant-alter-
 natives. In the other types, hé recognizes or has availébie only one
-alternative (or a limited range of alternatives), so his bnly discriminatipn
is recognition.ll
The- importance of the model was not so much that it explained
-decisE;;—making as the fact that it could e#plain communicafion behéviof.
In-the'original‘monograph, I had conceptualized the‘fuéction_ofiihformation
in decision making to be the reduction of unéertainfykabout altérnatives.
That function was made possible, I saw later, because information is a type

of méssage which articﬁlates the attributes or consequences of alternatives,l2

ngically, ther, information would have utility only for problem solving,
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"not for any of the other decisién types.13 So the problem solver should.- b
be an information giver and seeker, the routine haﬁit individual should

seek reinforecing information or give information defending ﬁis’habit. The
'chers, for different reasons, would seek little*information»unléss |

~ perhaps it was reievant to means of eliminating the situational constféints.

Since I had conceptualized the diffefence bétween the five decision
types as being the number of discriminations which:the individual-makesfin
these situations, I.had visualized the mbdél on a one-dimensional continuum .
of the number of discriminations. Thus, problem solving was at one end of
the continuum and the othef types were clustered at the opposite end--although‘
there wouldbseem to more disc:iminations in constraihed decision than in
ignorant habit, routine habi% and fatélisﬁ_in that order.‘ | -

Then came a new realization which further ¢larified the model. The
five decision typeé were really only four, and these four were comgiﬁatipns
of two dimensions—-the openness of the iﬁdividual and the openness'of ﬁhe
structure. Ah open individual ié_one’who récdgniges_alternatives--i.e.,
that a proﬁlem exigts, An open-strgcture is a st%ucture where‘alternatiygs'
are avaiiable or feasible. | * .

| Ai {hisvpoint'also, I realized the semanfic difficultieg of con-
‘cepﬁgalizing.a "decision" or a "deCisionAprocess". So iﬁstead I saw the
typologies ésvﬁmodesé éf making‘cognitiﬁe discriminations, modes ﬁhich
are the direct result of "decision situations"lwhich are combiqgtioﬁs of

individual and situational characteljistics.l4




- 6-

The combinations of these two dimensioﬁs-yiélds the four decision
modes as shown in Figure 1, (Ignorant habit was made a special case of
constrained_dedision.) At this point, then, the conceptualization of

. the four types is as follows:

Figure 1, ' -
' Structure
!
i Open Closed
Open g Problem - Constrained
: Solving ) Decision
Tndividual
Closed Routine
Habit , Fatalism

~Problem solving is a type of decision situation in which the

indiVidﬁal recognizes thatralternatiQes are.present and therefore that

a problem éxists.: Alternatives are also available within éhe structure.
The individual in this situation is *rational.” He weighs alternatives

and chooées among them. Volition, or percéived volition, in meking a
choice exists. Because the individual evaluates alternatives, information
is.uséful,¥énd’information seeking and giving are imporfant aspects of

V pfoblem solving. 'DeEisionévrules, however, may reduce tﬁe amount of infor-

mation seeking of this individual.

Conéfrained decision is characterized by physical or structural
blocks within the system which rule out all but one altérnative or a

limited range of alternatives; The individual has little perceived volition,




even though he recognizes alteinati;es that are éxcluded by conatrain?s
in his situation. Because alfernatives areiqbustrained, informaﬁion
seeking wili he loﬁ, although informafioﬁ copcerning présently.excluded
.alternatives will ﬁct be avoided. The only information that would be .

sought would he messages offerihg means for eliminating the constraint.

“Routine habit is chafaéﬁerized by a closed-minded individual in’
an open structure;‘ This individual cbnsidéfs only a habitual alterhative.
His_cognitivé process is rigid, and his information seeking is negligiﬁle
aﬂd directed only toward messages which reinforce his habitual alternative;
He readiljbgives information, however,ﬂwhen his altefnative is threatened.
'In fatalism, fhe individual neither recogﬁizes_a problém nor has
alternatives available within his structure. He feels that'he has no
control over his environment and he has lost iﬁterest'in controlling it.
Fof these reasons, he is not an infpimation seeker, not even of informatidn
abdut.means.of removing the conétrairrt.-~ |
) Some.réaders‘may ggject that these decision modes are too,idealizgd
and 'like mbst‘typolofﬁes? too infiexible (i.e., there‘may be middle points
between them. This is a valid criticism and for this reason, some nRay
prefer to interpref the decision modes as discrete.ppints on two continuous

scales (Figure 2).
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Figure 2, ,
Open
'i-Structure
Routinex* { ’*.Prdblem
Habit Solving
Closed . ' ‘ Open
' : : Individual
. !.. R  ..)
Fatalism* ) % Constrained
: : -~ Decision
Closed

[y

’At this point, the model was still én.oriéntational model which
could prediéf individual information giving andiseéking based.on a combi -
nafion'of.individual-and s%ructural‘properties.l5 It seemed tb explain
well the motivétion for the communication act, --i.e., the situations in
which individuals stop ( a problema%ic situation);—and it -offered further
promise of indicating vihat communicatioﬁ content would be soughtjout by
an individual (that relevant to his perceived problems).l® As outlined

‘ébdve; it is basically a structural model, although it can easily be-
4elaborated to specify»%h@,nggéss within{éach one of the décision modes,lz
But_Since the éeneral utility of the model is to specify the situations in

! whiéh communication is possible, the process aSpeéts have seemed less

important thus far than the application of the.structﬁral model to predicting

18

readiness for communication.




The'model -became even more useful in specifying the conditions in
which oommunication_is possiblé when it was extcnded to coorientatioﬁal
situations., Chaffece and McLeod[s_qoorieotation'paradigm_prQVided the
framework’ for this new means of épalysis;lg Chaffee and Mcleod hgve applied
their paradigm to ‘two typeé of coénitions-~attribufes and oValﬁations. I
have applled it to two others--cognitions of problems and cognltnons of
feasible alternatlveb W1th1n tne structure. These,_of course, are the
two dimensions of a decision situaticn outlined above. Applying this
framework to the decision model led me to lock at combinationé'of docision
modes., These:combiﬁationg should predict when ccnm@nication will take
place between two individualé or syoteﬁs and what its effects will he,

Of the 10 possitle con&inatioﬁsuof_the four decision oituations,
only the combination of two problemVSOlveré facing the same pfoblem woulo
seem to 21iow for communicétioo interaction and success-in-achieving;
‘accuracy, understanding, or agresment--the dependent variables in Chaffee
and McLeod's scheme, - |

On the.other hond, two individuals in a routine habit situation
could communicgbe with and reinforce one another if they ére att ached to-
the same»glternative. ,Two'individuals facing a constrained decision éould :
oom_mqn‘icate abouf a common cons'traiﬁt or could share fmotrations about.
being constfained. And it is feasible that a problem solver could
commmnicate with any individual in one of the other three 51tuat10ng to
the extent of achieving accuracy (being able to predict the cognitions of

the other person). But this accuracy would be one-sided--i.e., the other
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persons would not seek information from the problem solver. In none of the
other combinations of decision situations could communication occur with

any degree: of success.

After coorientation, the model was extended one more time--this time

to apply to systems other than individuals, A paper by Westley had given

me the idea of’expénding communication theories to behavior at more than
one system level._2O Thé deéision model. seemed capable of explaipihg the
communications behavior of ofganiiations, gfoups, communities and other 
systems;‘ The éoorientatibnal cbmbinations éeemed especigllyluseful'in

explaining ‘the reason for efffctiveness or lack of éffectiveness of commu-

nication between drganizatiqns (such as the mass media or business) and their

publics or audiences. The model now stimulated some fascinating questions:

Do routine habit media appeal to similar routine habit audiences? Is a

~

. 7. . . )
relations communication for information seeking as well as giving? And do

new, innovative (problem solving) orgenization most likelv to use publics

routine habit organizations use public relations mostly for defensive

information giving activities?

O

These are just some of the fascinating questions which these recent
extensions of the model onen up. .Evéﬁ more fascinating are the questions
of how to structure an ofganizat?on or situation so fhafkcommunication can
take plaée;-i.e.,-how to change thevéituation so that conétrained decision,
roﬁtine habit, .and 'fato.listic individudls and syst‘em‘cm'bgcome probiem
A 21 o

solvers who are open to communication.

Most of these theoretical extensions have come during or after

ERIC
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research besed on the decision situdtion model. At this point, then, the

—————— b s

paper will baqk up to.review these studies, most of which hove been field

studies.

A Review of Research

v Colombian Landowners ond Peasants, Latin-American. agriculture is

characterized by extremes bf wealth and poverty--a landed elite apd a
deprived peasantry. The ldrge landowners (latifundistas) supposedly are

traditionalsiwho are embedded in the status quo and who resist change.

Memmmm(ﬁmmmmwﬂ,thQmﬂhmmswm%ﬂywenmﬂmﬁ
and.faﬁalistic——resisting change because of custom and a lack of economic

motivation. |

Communication, the literature on communication and aevelopment

would have us believe, can bc the force which changes these individuals,

makes them more modern, and starts the pro&éss éf economic development.

, This kind of th;pking, I tﬁought, represented. a hypodermic, information-
giving hpproach'to commuﬁicutidn. It seemed.doubtful that communicafion could
have this effeé£ if the individual'werehot open to information, not just

because hé is closed-minded but perpapgaggfguimﬁortantly‘beqause the situation)
is closed.

‘The decision model, because it was a receiVer—ofiented model,
seemed perfectly suited for rcscarch on the modernization of both lati-
fundistas and minifundistas. The model thus received its first test during
a two-year period of research on agricultural entrepreneurs in Colombia.22
To aﬁply this model in two. Colombian studies, I‘used Q-factor

analysis of survey data to develop six types of large landowners and six
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types of peasants. In the analysis, I includéd three typeé of variables:
1) pre-cognitive variables, to indicate the oppé:tunity structure.and
indiviﬂ“ﬁl differences, 2) cognitive variebles, the decision modes and
communication variablés, and 3') post-cognitive variables-{consequencés of
cognition such as income, adoﬁtion of téﬁﬁnéiog&, and ﬁroductivity.

In these two studies, the decision modes.were_measuredzthrcugn a
series of factual and projéctive qugstions. The factual questions came
immediately after questinns which determinad each respondent's use of
markets, transportation, technology, ete. At this point, the respondent
was asked why he chose the alternative he did. The projective questions
came later in the inferview when the respondent was asked wha£ he.WOUld
'do in several hypothetical situations ranging from crop.failure to finding
enploé%mnt off the farm. ZXoch response was coded as one of the decision
modes. Each respondent then received an overall pefcentage score for each
mode based on the relationship with’the total number of decisions which he
was guestioned about. | |

The resuiting Q-typologies show that the type of decisipn mode and
the resulting communication behavior depended to a large extent on the
structure of the situation. For the large iandowners, routine habit bedame'
less common as the typologies moved from‘traditional to modern- (Table 1).
But importantly, the most traditional types had large amounts of land and
could make aﬁ'éxtremel& high income froﬁ'roﬁiine habit behavior--they ﬁad.
no need for a crossroédsA&éciéion. The problem solvers were renters, thg
foreign born (Germans ond Japenese), those with leés land, and new enter-
preneurs in a frontier area.

ERIC
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Likewisec, thce minifundistas became more characterized by problem
solving and less characterized by fﬁe othér deceision modes as thé structure
offered more oprortunitiecs (Tdble 2). In both studies, the problem solvers
were charécterized by informution seeking and exposure to a varicty of
information soufces. The major excoption was that thé‘most traditional
latifundista type was most exposcd +o newspapers~—uhdoubtedly becausc of

the status quo orientation of Colombian news mcdia. The communication

variables also correleted with the decision modes as expected (Tables 3 and 4).

Another sigﬁificant aspcct‘of the study.was on- R factor thaf emerged
in eachk of the two studics--o factor which in both cases could be called
the probiem solving factor (Tahle 5 and 6), This factor confirmed the
ddhceptualizion of problem solving and in addition appeared to subsume the
t}aditional gsocial psychologicgl variables associated with modernity--aéop;
tion, aspiration levcl, ﬁchievoment~motivation, ceconomic rationality, cos-
mopoliteness, and litéraoy. Empsth, also lecaded positively, although not
significontly, on the factor (there was,however, diffiéulty with the measﬁre
used for empathy):

Community Decision in a Suburban Countv. In the literature on

community decision making, influence on}the outcome of community decisions

is éenérall&‘tracod to individuals or groups with power, authority, or higher
relgtive participation.ZBI Although thej,are boncerned with influence,
community decision scholers seldom treat communication aS“an.independent

concept, more often subsuming it under influcnce, Seldom, also, do they
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directly measure the coorientation of groubs within the comminity. They
instead used a reputational mensure or 4 méasure 6f decision prgéess
involvement to indirectly determine coorientation..
In a stﬁdy of a wealthy sﬁburban county of Washington, D;C., I

used a measufe of the tWO'dimenéioné of the decision model--problem
definition and perceived feasible alterﬁatives--to‘develop typologieé of
interest groups, govermmental zagencies, housing developérs, and private
employers éoﬁcerhed with a shortage of low-income housing in the courity.2
All gfoups perceived a housing proﬁlem as measured.through a key informent,
.butithey defined it in a different way and bélieved different alternatives
possible. The' two typologies which resulted differed or whether the.problem
was social or economic (Table 7) and on the extent of goverhmental inter-
vention which they thought possible as an alternative solution. As the
cooricentation aspect of the éxtendcd model would predict; the groupé |
communicated most with other'groups sharing a similar problem orientation
(Table 8}. The extent of accuracy, unaerstanding; end agreement between
groups in these fypologies was not measured, howe&er, becaﬁse the'purpose
of the study was to megsure coorientation of thesec groups'wifh'the poor'aﬁai

middle-class suburbanites.

Organization-Clientele Communication. The next application of the

moedl came in an effort to explain the internal communication network and
the organization-clientele commnication metwork of a_cbmmunity deVelopmeht
agency in another suburbon Washingbon jurisdiction.25 In this study, I .

had expected to be able to usc the two decision dimensions to explain the
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sociometric liﬁkages within +he orgaﬁization. I also expected to find
that individuals lower in the hierarchy Would be more "congruent! with tne
clientele.. This congruc¢ney could be interpfeted as both a cause and effect
of ﬁore éommunication with the low-income cleintele.
The first prédictiom did not hqldlr'EmplOyees reporting éociometric
‘linkages with one another were no more likely jo share problem oricntations :
(the most important social probiem they fhought the agenéy should sol&e)and
perceptions of feasible aktérn&tives (those.alternﬁtiveq thoughtlpossibie
for the agenciﬁ There w&s,-however, g'difference in problém orienfafién |
between blacks and whites in the érganization (Table 9). Bldcks; ﬂowever,

_were only slightly moré likely to qommunicate with ﬁlacks than whites gnd
whites aﬁly slightly more with whites than blacks,

My explonation of these findings, which were contradictory to the

theory, was that orgénizationai structure and roles can force as well as
restriét commuﬁication. In this ageney, blecks and Whites were mixed
fhroughout the orgenization ahd thus forcéd to communica@egwitﬁlone-anothér
despite_their differing p;oblem ofientations.» The result was agreement

on the clientele’s problem orientation but not on self problem orientatinns,
(Table9)._

At the some time, blacks were more congruent with the clientele

y

on cbgnitions of problems and alternatives as well as attributes and
evaluations. (Table 10). Blacks, os the model vwould predict; also had more
commmnication contact with the clienteie.

My conclusion was that the staffing policy of this organization
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illustrated a desirable means of using structural constraints to facilitate

nﬁenmlzmdemwmnd(HgmuzmimmlcmMMMcmﬁmn26

““““ Mixing the differing orientations of blacks and whites

e, at al™ levels of the organization seems to be a desira-
ble way to feed ~te accurate organization-clientele
communication. Such o staffing policy ollows an organization to
be involved with its ¢lientele and yet be detached enough
to be pragmatic and technical about problems.

In short, if the decision model shows the natural parochialism of
communication, this study ghowed means of utilizing constraints to overcome

that factor. \

Internal Orgesnigational Commﬁnication."’ The literature on orga-
nizational commmication is filled with desceriptions of verticél and
horizontal nctwéxks and exhortations fof management to communicate more,
but there is little solid theory to-explain the descriptions orlto tell how
to make more comﬁunicdtibn possible. Thué, the model seemed to provide a
means of predieting cmployee information seeking and giving and 2 means to
determine the information needs of employees.'

In a graduate seminar last fall, five groduate students and I set
out to use the organizational communicaﬁion literaturc to extend the model
“to an organizational setting and ihen to apply ihcfcxtundcd theoPy:in a case

study .of the PotomaccEléctric Tower Go...in Washington, D.C.27 . In this
sﬁudy, we again/psed Q-factor analysis of survey data. Included iﬁ 101
items were questions on cach employce respondent!s job dééision situation,
joﬁ problem orientation, role prouviem orientation, orgdnization problem

orientation, and condtraints on some organization orientations.
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Three types of.employees resulted: an older, basically contepp{*worker
who because of age and seniority feels.céggtrained in his job; a younéér worker
who consideré alternative jobs, has high aspirations, and is turrently dissatis-
fied with his job; a managément type of higﬁéf €cnelon employees.

We first asked questions to determine each respondenté Job decision
situation., Had respondents considered other jobs? AWhy or why not? Responses
were coded as to whether a problem was recégnized (looked for other jobs) and
whether any eonstréinfs were méntioned as reasons for not iboking or no£ goihg
élsewhere. These results (Table ll)‘showed the Constrained Older Workers to be
in the range of fatalism to consurained decision, DissatisfiediYounger Workers
10 be problem solvers,‘and Mahagement to be somewhat in the rangéibf routine
habit.. |

A series of questions on communications exposure showed the modél's
predictions to hold well.' The older workers were least ekposed to all ﬁedia,
‘management was most ekposed to the company’s own publication (which should
pfovide reinforcement to'managément, and the yoﬁnger workers'wefe most expoéed"
to the newsy company media and the g:apevine; ﬁoth of which gave them the '
situationally‘relevant_ihformation they sought. |

Questions op'job,oriehtations (hoﬁ they choose a job--%.e., the way they -
see the ﬁroblematic situation) role of&ehtation (the problem they see to be solved.
in their own job) and organizatibn orientation (most important ﬁroblem for the
organization to éolve) yielded data highly useful invdiscovering information
needs as. well as coorientational dis:repénéies between ménagement and workers

(Tables 12, 13, 14).
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Stopplng”Exoerlwents in Secience Communlcﬂtwon - Over the past two

A years, I have been using Carter's Stipulated Stopolng Technlque to measure
the 1mpact of manlpulﬂtlnb toxtual Vullableo in science orticles written
for the lay public, 28 Iq rbnar>1 I have been atfempiing 10 learn whether
analogics, examples, and parables lead to more totdl siopping and -to more
stopping to think. In a finb' experiment the;think stipﬁlation was split
S0 ﬁhgi‘§ubjects could épccify o stop to think dbout impliéatiohs and a stdx to |

Athink because of'confUSion. | | |

I‘couldrfind.little difference in stopping between these different

' writjng_techﬁiéues, élthéugh apalogies and parables secm to lead to more
stopping to think about iﬁplications. In order to control for pfoblém
recognition, one passagce in the story wds written to say in essence that
this subjec£.matter.should beAa problem for the reader. Thé results showednt%mh
that those who stppped to.agrco or think ot that point then stopﬁed more
'6ften and méfe often to think in most t:éabwonts

Invfhe last’ GYO”rlmLHt I substituted o direct measure of the four
dceision modes in place of “ae indircst measuré of problem récognition. One
question asked: "Is the problem discussed in this article importdntvtB—iéza?

_ (problem recognition).- Thquthor,~”Do you think ordinary citizens liké
you could use information like that presented here to have an impact on '
government poliéy?"(conétfdiﬁfs). The fou: yes and no combinations yielded
the four decision modes. o

| The results for all trcatments (fable 15) showed tﬁat subjects in
the constrained decision mode ond problem solving mgdc‘stoﬁped.siénificantly

more than those in routine habit ond fatalism--i.c., problem recognition
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seemed to influcnée total stopjlng more than did ?eféeptioﬁ'of‘structural_.
- constraints.

Problem solﬁers, however, stopped sigpificantly morguto think .about .
implications than did tho other three types. Constrained decision subjects
disggreed significantly morc than the others,_and routine habit subjects
agréedrleés thﬁn did the oﬁhers (thevlatter finding can be explained,-thgw
formeflcannot).

| Likeﬁise;.subjccts were askéd affef reading the exercise whether
they would scek mofe :nlorm tlon on the subject and give the 1nformut10n.to

others mhcy wcre aloo asked how wcll thLJ had undelstood tne article. The
and
TESUlto showedhprnblem solvers to’ be hlghest .on both seeking {'21V1ng, routlne

aw—ﬁablt and constrained detision to e 1nuthe middle. and fatallsm to bé at the
bottem-~i.e., beth:information seeking and givihguWere highest ‘whenBéth™ decision
dimeﬂéiéns ﬁeré ?ositivo, lﬁwest vhen both were negative, (Tables '16 and 17).
Understanding followed the some p,ttcrn although the dllferenCcs are not -
as grcat (Table 187, |

In summa:y, the rcsuTtu of this study showed that the decision

modes are bettcr predictors of certain reasons for stopping, for stopping

in gener,ai, anci for informction giving, seeking, _vand undcrst:mding than
were the three commumications devices tested. This is the utiiity of the
model--it shows vhen ccmmmication is possiblc; If the individual and his
situation are closed communicétions devices have little effect»bn him,

If indi?iduals aiféady.hqve.a propensity- to-commnicebe about jﬁeiﬁrobléﬁ

in question, the &kiices have little ndditional effect.
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An Experimentel Test of the Model

As thé"breyious section shows, the decision—éiﬁuatiop model has
proved useful and has been highly ﬁredictivc in a varieyy of field settings
and in one stopping éxercise in an experimental setting.

'A question that has intrigued me for some time, however, has been
whethef an experimental procoduré'could be devised to test out the model‘é
information seeking and‘giving-predictions. The difficulty is ihat-subjects

| a%é or are ﬁot in one of the decision situations in regard to particular’
pﬁoblems and that it is difficult tb_experimentally.manipulate subjects into
the situations. The decision typcs predicted well in the science cormuni-
cation exercise cited above, but.in trat case the decision types expleained
the lack of,reéults from another experimental manipulation. The modes
themselves were'notlmanipulated.

A few years ago, Carter and Rﬁggells suggested.a technique which -
they called the Prototypic Projective Protocol (PPP)2?. With that technique,
the experimenter.wrotce a story about a charaéter but left part of the stofy
open for the subject to complcto. The story churaétcrs could be manipulated,
léaving open only_the‘pfedicted oxpcrimgnigl finding. Theﬁsﬁbjgct's story
completions could be.cxpcctcd 10 be a projection of the subject into the
story character facing conflict, dissonance, Of some similar situation.
According to Carter, the principal fault with thq'téchnique Was the difficuity
of cpding the projections, At that time also,-Cartér moved on to his
stopping methodology and dropﬁed the PPP._3O T |

The technique secmed usciul to me,however, becouse it allowed for
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the possibility of writing a stofy about four characters, each oné typical of
one of the four decision situations. The communications behavior of the-
characters could be‘iefyjppeh for the subjects to complete. The prqblem,
" ‘though, was'that the'subject might not even project a co@munic;tion behavior
into that situation, It would be difficult tOjconstrain him to do so.

‘Carter's stopping procedure, héweVer, gave me another idea--that of
combihing'the PPP and thé SST.':The experimental method I came up with was to
wrlte a story about characters in each of the decision modes, and in one |
version of the exercise have the character comminicate as the model predlcts
and in a second vers1on_communlcate in a manner contrary to predictions of
the modei. The charactér covld both seek:and give informationVin-an’orienta—
fion”setting and coofient with.other characters,

Subjects could be instructed to read the story and to stop for one of
- two reasons--to agree tiiat people hz kaows who are similar to the character in
the story would behave as the story indicates or to disagree thatmpeople he‘
knows would behave thét'w;y; it seemed important to instruct the subjects :
that they were to think% in terms of people similar to the story character
whom the&.know and not Just to think in terms of whether they themselves
would behave that way. This is beceise the subject himself may never have
been - iﬁ‘one of the decigio. moles. A’

| The prediétion, the, was Lhab'subjects would stop to agré% more

than disagree with tﬁe corractly cCescribed communlcatlon behaviors and stop




to disagréé'mcre‘than_agrce with the incorrectly described behaviors.
This, thch, was the plan of tcc expe;iﬁent. | .
Opcraticnalization. The eXperiﬁent dcscribed:was-conductcc in (i
April 1973 on 140 sophomorc_ﬁgiversity studcnﬁs in the ihtroductcfy'hass
communicafions'course.at the University of Maryland. - The ekperiment was
conducted during the tlmc of .pre -rcglbtrctlon for fall semester so the stories
were ertten about Journallsm students ch0051ng ‘a subJect mifor. g;ycougﬁgﬁgfor
thc upcomlng semester. In;ormaxlon seeklng and g1v1ng~was.pcrtraycd py
have thc'characters-go to an“adviscf‘fof informatiqn following his suggcsticss,
‘reading thc-cdtalog,'asd gc‘fing information from other dcpartmcntsfi Co- o
oricnﬁation was portraycd as the choracter striking'up a convcrsation:wiih
oﬁhef students about minor afcc and course choiccs. All of these descm.p‘tlons
" were in accord with .the. thLuIy nypothe51zed in the first section of, thls -
paper. |
”Beforc the exercisc pcgan; the subjects were instructed ﬁoffcgd
thrcugh the exeércise quickly'tc get an idea what it was about and thes tcaéo-
through it carefully, stepping to agrce or dloagroc at any p01nt thcy Polt
iapproprlate
The responses- were organ1zcd in contingcﬁcv tables, with catcgcrics
for stopping to agrec more tJIOS than to dlsag“ee ‘at each described correct
and 1ncorrcct communlcailons bchaV1or, stopping to dlsagree more thgn to
agree, stopping to agree and dzsagrcc an equal ‘number- of: times, and not

stopping at all. Correctly and incorrcetly des crlocd communlcatlon bdhav1ors

were varied randomly so that cach of the two versions had half correctly




and.half indorfoctly doscribcd bcha#ior:

i Resﬁlﬁs. Tables 19 through 22 show the roéults for the communi-
cation descriptions of thu b031c r‘ricn'l‘,'\'l‘,ion 51tuab301 . Table 19 shows
that for problem solving, there is a significant relationéhip as was hypo-
thesizedm—subje;ts agreeddﬁbfé with thé correctly defcribod behaviof and
disagrecd more witﬁ the ingcorrectly dgscribcd behavior.‘ Tho‘fouxth éolumn_
also shows that about twice as many éubjccts failed to stop at all for the
correct 5ehavior.as for thc¢ incorrect behavior. This columm éouid be inter-
preted in several Wﬁjs' tut perhaps the best inteipretﬂtion ié.that gﬁbjecfé‘
.do not otop if they see rothing wrong hlth tho describcd behavior. This
column, then, would PTOVldC further support for xhe problem solving precdictions.

Taoble 20 also shows a significant chi-square for the foutine habit
predictions-—bu in the opvo oitc diroction from thc predictiohs. An equal
number of subjects agrecd with the correct and incorréét déscriptions but
more disagrecd with the correct uommunication Lik>wise"more'subjects
“failed to stop for the 1ncorrect cqmmuncotion thun for the corroct

" For the conqﬁrained decision mode, Taoble 21 ahowo no significant
different between the corrcet énavincorrect descriptibns.' Table 22, hoﬁevéb,
shows a significcnt differcnce in favor of the hypotheéized‘reidtidpship
for'fhe fatoliem mode—-althéugh the results fof the iﬁcérrect treatﬁ@nts‘
are somcwhat ambighous |

These rcsults, thkn, pa:ti ally support the predictions of the“mbdel—-.
they support the problem solving ond fatalism predictions, but not those fdr‘

routine habit and constrained decision,
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Further analysis of individual cxercises at this pdint, however,
showed that many subjects had disagrecd or agreccd ﬁith the descriptions
..of students who ‘charactérized the'dccision'modes?-i.e., the descriptions
, in'the stcries prescntcd.bcfofc +the coircct and inccrrect descrintions of
comnunications benaVior. S0, a scccnd analysis was done aftcryeliminating'
thcse subjects who had disagrecd with the.basic dcscripticns of:the chafacters
‘.who fit the_dccision nodes.

These data nmni?ulations_(stles 23-26) raised the chi-square scores
for problem solving and‘fatalism in thc'expected direction and nednced the
cniesqgcrc scores.fcr rontinc,habit and ccnsfraincd decisicn so‘that.thcy
were less'significanf in the direction opposite to that expected. Thiis data
manlpulation thus supports all af the predictions of the model 31

The resuits for the coorientction manipulations snowed s1gn1f1cant
.differenceS»only for tnc'problem solv1ng mode (Tables 27f30){J; he
~ differences arc insignificant for the other modes although sliéntly contrary
to thosc expested. Eliminating those subjects who disagree with the described
ch.aracters changcd’the chi—sqnares cnly slightl§ fcr the coorientation
conditions. | “

Discussion. The results of the expcrimcnt give strong suppcrt only
to the orientation dcscriptions for thc'two extreme tynes.ci decision situation
~~problem solv1ng, where both the 1nd1v1dual and the structure are open, and
- fatalism, where botn are closcc The m1xed-d1mens1on types yielded indignificant
differences or differences contrury to thosc'cxpectcd.

- These results could be inierpreted to mecan that the model's’predictions

need revision for constrained decision and fatalism--that perhaps individuals
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in a constrainedfdecision situation do seek and give informatioh and thatiroutine
habit individuals seek Tore than re1nforc1ng 1nformatlon . >
A be tier 1nterpretatlon, thougn, is that the experimental manlpulatlons

simply-falled to work for all of the subjects. ThlS latter interpretatlon
can be supported by the fact that e]1m1nat1ng those subJects who dlsagreed.w1th
the characters descrlbed changed all of the chl-square scores 1n ‘the. expected
firection. SubIects probably prOJected themselves 1nto the characters even
though they had been instricted to think of other ‘students like those described.-~:
Or they’had'pOSSibI& never ﬁet a.stﬁdent similar.to the one cescribed. hMeny
subjects wrote comments in the margins -expressing doubt that any student would
not seek information about courseS~ahd listeneto:their advisers. In short, those
subjects who were information seekerS'themselves simply could not conceite of
others as not'beiné information seekers. Ahd thej did not seem to thihi of the

' communications descriptions in’aSSociation with the type_of person'ﬂéscribed.'

The lack of significant_coorientation results can be attributed to a

51milar factor. In the:coorientatiohsdeSCriptions ’the students described talked
to another student in ¢lass, on’ the 51dewalk .or in a fraternlty house about
courses and mlnorstyThese hypothetical students talked with other students with
usimilar problems, habits, or constraints in the correct condition but did just
the opposite in the incorrect con&**ion. The problem appeared to be that subjects
.51mply dld not believe any students would turn around in class or seek out an
acqualntance on the 51dewalk Jjust to talk sbout courses, Thus, the total co-
oribntation manipulation seemed to be a failure.

~ So the experiment, more than anything else, shows the difficulty of testing

the decision situation model experimentally. It is difficult to get a subject to

EKC
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project himself into a situatién other.thén one he has experienced, and thus it
is proﬁably not possible to 5btain direct experimental support of the model,:
dnclusions h

This paper has updatedwand_;xpanded the decision situation model which I
introduced in a monograph over six years égo.» Research results héve beep -
presented which'show the model to be a highly useful ﬁredicuor of an individual
or organizational propensity to communicate. Wifhaﬁt' such a propéns:‘_.ty, even

the best-devised communication techniques or procedures can have no effect, as,

oo

for example, the results of the science communication stof)ping exercises have .
_shown,’
The results presented from an experimental test of the model shows the

difficulty of supporting the model experimentally, But perhaps such suf)port is"_.:
not nécessa:r:y. " The worth of. any theory is its ability to generate research and
explain phenomena in a variety of systems-and situations. This, the model has .
already done. In summary, it has been useful in explaining fhe--incidénce of

communication behavior in field situations and as a comtrol condition for

- experimental manipulations of ccmmunications devices and procedures,
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TABLE 1: Latifundista Study:

Relative Importance of Four Decision Variables in Determining the Six Q Typologies

(Z-Scores)a

Problem Routine Constrainad Ignararit

Solving Habit Decision Habit
Traditionals - Valle -2.19 2.48 - 0.04 1.58

. Successful
_ Entrepreneurs - Valle 0.45 . =173 -0.13 ~1.18

Unsuccessful _ :
Entrepreneurs - Valle 0.44 -1.05 . 0.75 -0.73
Traditional Resident
Farmers - Meta . -1.39 . 166 0.68 131
Part-Time Livestock
Producers - Meta 1.01 . 0.36 ~0.33 -0.15 .
New Entrepreneurs - Meta . 1.39 -1.49 ~0.29 -0.91

*In a standard mormal distribution, about 68% of the Z-scores fall between -1 and +1,
95% between -2 and +2, and 95% between ~3-and 3. The mean is zero, standard deviation
one. ) ’

«

" TABLE 2:. Minifundista Study: .

THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF Five TyPEs OF DECISION BEHAVIOR IN DETERMINING
Six O-TYPOLOGIES OF MINIFUNDISTAS

TyPE OF DECIsION (Z-SCORE)*

on- .
Problem strained Ignorant Routine

Q-TYPOLOGY Solving . Decision Habit  Habit Fatalism
Apathetic Campesinos .......... -1.23- 0.12 0.68 332 094
Subsistence-Level Campesinos... —1.89 1.94 1.20 1.21 1.77
Noninnovative Coffee Growers.. —0.92° ~0.26 207 -0.50 0.40
Frustrated Entrepreneurs....... 0.00 1.41 -0.23 -1.14 -047
Frontier Settlers .............. - 0.62 055 —0.57 -0.87 -0.61
Entrepreneurs .......c.ce0vuae 1.75 -1.80 —1.90 —1.24 —0.99

v . *In a standard normal distribution, about 68 perécnt of the Z-scores fall
between —1 and +1, 95 percent between —2 and +2, and 99 percent between —3
- and +3. The mean is zero, standard deviation 1. .
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Table 3: Latifundista Study:

Correlations of Four "Decision Van'ables'wilh Eight Communication Variables

Problem Routine Consirained Ignorant
Solving Habit - Decision Habit
Information Seeking 38 ~45 : 16 =23
Perception of “Usefulness '
of Informuation .53 -.53 10 -.38
Newspaper Exposure -.05 12 - .06 .10
Agricultural
Magazine Exposure 30 -24 =02 -16
Authoritative Sources AS -45 -01 -1
Commercial Sources .27 -29 . .02 -.16
Peer Sources * 21 . -.29 18 -18
Private Sources - .10 -19 14 -02
Significance ( <.05,t = 86 d.f) = .21
Table 4: Minifundista Study: -
"CORRELATIONS OF FIVE Types oOF DECISION BEHAVIOR WITH TWELVE COMMUNICATION

VARIABLES®

TyPe OF Decision

Con-~
. - Problem strained Ignorant Routine
COMMUNICATION VARIABLE Soiving Decision - Habit  Habii Fatalism

Information seeking ........... 374 ~-.060 -.139 —.341 -.225
Perceived uscfulness of informa- o
On o oee e .250 045 —.039 ' —264 405
T Newspaper exposure. .......... 238 -.139 —.081 —.117 —.157
i El campesino exposure . .. ...... 058 080 —.075 — 999 —.105
“ Radio ownership.............. 095 -.110 -.029 010 —.018
Exposure to agricultural radio . o ,

PrOBrams . .vueeenrennnnnnn - 137 -.081 —.045 -—.190 .092
Authoritative sources .. ........ 464 -.233 -.284 -.234 —.186
Commercial sources ........... . 149 -006 —-104 115 -—-.123
Peersources..........ovvunn. 218 -.019 088 -.323 —.221
Sitvational relevance of content.. .453 —-.251 =311  —.191 —.140
Market information ........... 436  —.245 -.174 -.255 —.220
Technical assistance with credit . . .450 -321 © -—-316 -—.191 —-.143

* Significance (< .05, 1 = 103 df) = .199.

O
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Table 5, MNinfundista Study: An R Factor Entitled Problem

Solvinge.

Variable ' «  loading
Problem Solving Decision Behavior ' ' o711
Adoption : 0547
Level of Aspiration ' 0527
Achievement Hotivatiom . ‘ ee521
Authoritative Infcormation Sources = <514
Information Seeking : « 509
Situational Relevance of Informatioﬂ Content  +480
Input Scarcity af R . L +«478
Market Information ’ ) : 465
Technical Assistance with Credit . «450
Literacy o o 447
Perceived Usefulness of Informetion ! 416

- Cosuopoliteness ' «405
Economic Rationality Decision Criterion 348
. Peer Information Sources . <304
Commercial Information-Sources T +187
Off-Farm Income - 185
Social-Psychological Values Decision Criterion ' we153
Work Days Lost for Sickness =~ , -e214
- Risk and Uncertainty Decision Criterion . T 0245
Anomie _ R ~e267
Tenure and Title - : -e279
. .Percent Income of Tocal Costs a/ = | ' =360
Land Taxes S ' -e382
Percent Income of Varxable Costs a/ ‘ -.383
- Age -.384
Miscellaneous Decision Criteria o ~e 495
Ignorant Habit Decision Behavior : - 504
Patalism Decision Behavior - =508
Routirie Habit Decision Behavior ' -e516

Subjectivity of Land to Productive Limitations _ 0524

a/ Input scarcity generally represented how many. modern inputs were
utilized; thus it was .relaced to adopticm and the rest of the
factor. The percent income figures wvere likewise negatively re-
lated to input and cepital use.




Table 6. . Latifundista Study An R PFactor Entitled Problem

Solving.

Ce Variable Loading
&doption - o770
Problem solving decision behavior : 613
Information Seeking ) 0557
Salary of farm manager ' 556
Level of education ' «535
Economic ratiomality decision behavior «525

© Market used (degree of control) ) . 2525
lagazine exposure 0521
Authoritative information sources o i e321
Land use " 510
Perceived usefulness of information . _ « 506
Quality of farm manager ' « 499
Land value ' - < 485
Pixed costs per hectare ~ . 0478
Peer ‘information sources , 0 467

- Number of transportation alternatives . o 4b6
Voluntary orgamizations 2463
Type of transportation used «4l8
Responsibility given to farm manager . ‘ e 4lG
Cosmopoliteness : « 410
Productivity . _ « 400
Variable costs per hectare «398
Man-days labor per hectare .+0395
Commercial information sourcas _ 0393
Private information sources _ ' »381
Transportation information content : .e345
Labor problems 327
Political efficacy : © 2309
Labor cost per man~day ' . . €272
Agricultural education - o . 62067
Political connections . 0225
.Labor produccivity ' . =elll
Family size B -s218

_Ignorant habit decision behavior ' 279
Medical services ‘ : ~s 346
Number of hectares - T me3il
‘Traditional social values - - ’ o ~e4l0
Age - ' , - 420
No decision criterion ) _ . w434
Tenure _ ’ -e 4452
Management ease decisioa criterion : - 433

Routine habit decision behavior : ' =-a 658




Table 7: Community Decision Study:
Components of the Decision Situation Defining Typologies

: Liberal
Liberal ~ ="' Sub-type Economic
(n=13) (n=14) (n=9) ~
Problem Definition : N (number mentioning)
Restrictions cn builders 0 0 4
Need for ecoromic-development 7 0 9
No community interest in poor 10 4 -0
Need for better community . 3 0 ) 0
Possible Alternatives* : s
Rehabilitation and continue present
moderate programs 3 1 0 .
Government incentives to bullders 3. 2 6
Government restrictions and intervention 7 1 3 !
2 Most difficult altemative conSIdered possible, No groy, consndered “no possible
alternatives or altemate services” impossible and all considered “expansion of public
housmg in “ew and established areas and "pubhc or low-cost housing for Washington

poor”’ to be impossible,

Table 8. Community Declsion Study:

Percentage of Possible Communication Contacts Wxthm and
Between Typologles

“Liberal” “Econamic”

Typology Typology
To “Liberal” Typology 1% . 50%
To “Economic” Typology 48% 43%

the 77% of the From Liberal typology to Liberal Typology. differs significantly
frognlt)l':e gt.her? The emunmum t of the three t's testing tﬁg equahty of this value
* “ with the other three %’s was 4.75, p < .0

‘Table 9: Organization-Clientele Study:

Hurber of persans naming ‘each of thrée altérnative problem
definitions ( for themselves and for the clientel e;, by race.

First Problem Mentioned Any Problem Mentioned
Housing Employment Services Housing Employment Services

Self Conception
or Problem

~

‘Blacks - 8 2 Sy 9 6§ 6

(n=14)
Unites 1 5 0 2 6 0
(n=8) '

Perception of '
the Clientele's : v : -

Problem ‘ :
Conception ‘ . e
_Blacks o012 . ] 1 12 : b 3
[MC Whites + &4 0o 2 1 2 2

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Toble 10: Organization~Clientele Study:

‘Tovel of congruency of blacks and whites in the organization
with the clientele, on- problems, alternatives, artrlbutes, and
evaluations.

Number' of persons
with self concept
congruent with perception

of clientele's concept - , Blacks (n=14) Whites (n=6)
First probleri Mentioned 8 ' 1

.Any problem rentioned ' 9 2
First alternative mentioned . 6 | 2 )

Any alternative mentioned R 9 _ 2

Sore attributes | | 9 . | : 3

All attributesl : -» 3 . 0
'Evaluation .of altennativeé.' g . ' 3

Table 11: Internal Organizationai Communications Study:
"« Decision situation variables for three employee
types, in Z-scores. ,

Recognlze . - Face

Type | o S Problem Constraints
Constrained older wWorkers -1.6 1.9
Dissatisfied younger workers 1.2 -1.4

Management { _ = Wl - .9




- Table 12. Inﬁernal Organizatbnal Communications Study:
: Job orientation of three employee types and predictions

by workers f?r management and management for workers,
in Z-scores.

> - Salary- Working =~ Achileve- Job
Type Benefits People Conditions _ment Ease
Constrained older
workers
Self 1::'2 ul 09 “1-3 n?
Management 1.3 - .8 o -1.2 o4
Dissatiesfied younger .
workers ' .
Self - g2 - 0.6 - ul 09 07
Management -1.1 o2 - .2 1.6 1.4
Management .
Self ~1.1 .5 - .9 6 -1.1
Workers- ' - .1 e - .1 o1 - .9

17-scores indicate the importance of each variable in defining
the type. : ) ,
2A.lthough variables are iin Z-scores, comparison of self and
other scores give an approximation of coorientation levels.
Comparison of self and other scores for the same type indicates
congruency, comparison of self scores between types indicates
overlap (agreement), and. comparison of predicted other scores
with the self score for that type indicates accuracy.
3Since some non-managerial respondents loaded on this type,
some of the 'other scores were predictions for management rather
than for workers. ‘ -

Table 13. Internal OrganizatiomlCommunications Study: .
S 7 Orientations three types of employees think Pepco
should have as an organizatinon and predictions by
- workers for management and management for workers,
in Z-scores.

Orientation
1 - Effic- Environ-
Type ‘Profits Consumers lency Employees mint
Constrained older ,
" workers : ; -
Self C-1.3 =1.,6 1.4 1.7 ‘9
Management 1.3 - .8 - 5 < .5 .6
Dissatisfiled younger
workers )
Self o2 - .1 +=1.5 o2 1.6
v Management 1.3 - .5 - .1 - .2 ol
. Management . ,
Self o7 1.6 - .1 -1.6 ~1.9
Workers? ' -1.7 1.3 - .6 .6 -. 9.
1

For interpretation of coorientation variables, see footnote-2;
Q ble 7. . - : ’
ERICr limitations of these scores, see footnote 3, Table 12

7
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Table 14, Internal Organizational Communications Study:
Orientations three types of employees have in their )
job roles and predictions of workers of what management
thinks their role orientation should be and of manage- .
ment of what workers think its role should be, in '
Z-scores.

. Orientation
1 " Effic- ‘ Environ.-
Type Proflts Consumera iency Employees ment

Constrained old°r
workers

Self - . ‘9 -1'09 08 u6 10,1‘

Management 2.0 - .8 - o2 ~ .9 .9
Dissatisfied younger - '
‘Wworkers _ .

Self o .O 1.3 - 03 - 08 02

M'anagement ) - 01 1 nl - o‘}"l' ~ e Ll‘ 05.
Management

Self 2 . - n? 101 01 fond Q‘l‘l’ —101

workerg "1 o.q’ n2 - o9 . 1 no - 07

lror interpretation of coorientation wvariables, see footnote 2,
Table12 (note: accuracy is not applicable herxe).
2For limitations of these scores, see footnote 3, Table ' 12.




Table 15. Scilence Communication Study: Reasons for Stoppling
"and Total Stopping by Declsilon Types.

. . Dis- Ask Think-  Think
~ Decision Type Agree agree Question Confused Implications Other Total
: L Stops ‘bper 100 llnes)

Problem _ ,
Soiving .7 o . - T ‘ C
(n=55) - 176 0,76 1.25 1,83 2,26 0,30 8.19
Routine R e S e
Habit T . _
- (n=lb) C 0499 0.53  1.46 2.13 1,284 .. 0,27  6.65
Constralned - B _ L e
-Decislion - S . S
" (n=27) - 1 95 1 81  -1.56 1.95 0.94 0.47 B8.66
Fatlism - ° o o :
‘(n=32) 1 23 0.76 1.12 2,10 1.33 . . 0.40 6.92

Slgnificance levels 1n t-scores, with ° robablllty of erroTs -
Total stops: PSxRH=1.51(.15), PSxFat=1.17 (. 25). RHxCD=1, 83( 10),
CDXFat .L:50 ( 15)0
Think Implications: PSxRH=2.83 (.01), PSXCD=3.67 ( 01).
 PSxFat=2.38 (.05)
Disagree: . . CDxPS=3. 28 (% 01), CDxRH=4, OO (.01), CDXFat 3 00

, (01).
Agree: _ Rﬁyls_z 08 ( 05), RHxCD=2 .29 (s 05)-

',Tablé 16, * Number -of ‘Subjects Indlcating Various Levels of Future
} Information Seekinb, Scieace Communication Study. '

30Tk -¢ LN o o ] LM e
W1Ll beek Informqtion-' o
Decision Type Yes Perhaps No-
Problem Solving ' 16 27 : 12 .
(n=55) . ) L
Routine, Habit - : 1 23 _ 20
1.1’1_44) . ) . ’
Constrained Decision 3 g7 7.
(n=27) : } '
Fatalism 1 12 19
(n=32) s ST |

X?=28B.43, significant at .001 level.

ol

4



" Table 17. Sclence Communication Study: Number of Subjects
Indicating Various Levels of Future Informatlon Giving.

- Decislon Type Yes Perhaps No
Problem Solving by 36 - - 15
Sl 58y : | K
Routine Habit : : _ .

(n=4k) . ' 2 21 . 21
Constralned Declsion o - Ll L

(n=27) - - 3 L 9 | 15
Fatallsm S ‘ _ o

(n=32) _ 0 ' ‘ 6 - 26

X°=34.97, significant at ,001 leveli.

Table 18, Sciénce Communication Studys: Level of Understanding
T : of Stories, by Decision Types. ‘

| | R Self Heported Levéigof Understanding
Decision Type ] Very Well lModerately Well Poorly _
Problem Solving . 11 - B ] S
(n=55) e '
Routine Hablt 3 33 8
(n=44) . e
' Constrained Decisilon 5 16 6
- _(n=27) | : o ,
 Fatalism 5 15 12
' §n=32)- : ' ' . :

'x?si7-75.'Significantrat ;Ql_levei.

Table.i9. Experimental Suudy Number of Subjects Stopping at
' Communication Description for Problem Solving,.

Agree Disagree Egual

more than more than agree & No _
disagree. agree Disagree Stop . Tobtal -
. Correct o o
' Communication . 26 22 . o 15 70
Incorrect I S o
Communication 21 38 2 7 .70
‘Total 47 38 11 - 22 140 -

R P

%%=8.52, significent at ,05 level.




Table 20. Experimental Study: Number of Sthjects Stopplng at
SRR Communication Desoription foriﬁeut fe Babit.

Agree = ‘ibao'ee Equal

" ‘more than were than agree & No L
digsagree agree - disagree Stop Total
Correct o E
Communication 29 23 6 12 70
Incorrect - B
Communication 30 - 10 - 1 29 - 70 '
Total- ° 59 33 7 29 ~1b0 L oL

X?=15.76, significant % .001 level.

“3Tgble.él. _Experlimental. otudy~; Number of Subjecis Stopping‘at"'
S ST Communioauirn Description for Constrained Decision.

Agree‘ : Disagiee ithal s
more thanr more than agree & . No .
dlSavrea LEBrez. | disagree  Step Total

Correct

Communicetion 38 . 14 3 15 . 90
Incorrect _ T _ : o
Communication 35 = - 19 0 16 . 70
Total 73 33 3 3 o

.m§?=3.92, notﬁoignifioant;

-Teble 22. Experimental Study: Number of Subjeots Stopping atf
CGmmunication Desoription for Faiallsm,

- Agree Disagree. Equai .o
more- than . more:than.agree & . No. .- =

disagree _ aqree ' disagree - Stop" Total
Correct . | 5-;ﬂ o R ~
Communiecation 33 -~ = "9 7 3 - 25 70
Incorrect - N R I T R '
COmmunication 19 .19 T 3 70
Total B 52 28 b _256;~‘_;146375;L:'_-

x2;8{98, signifioant at .05 ievol.'




. Table 23, Experimental Study: Number of Subjects Stopplng at

Communlcation Description for Problem Solving with
Bubjects Disagreeing with Initial Description Eliminated.

Agree - Disagree Equal ,

more than more than agree & No

disagree agree  disagree  Stop Total
Correct - :
Communication 25 14 6 13 58
Incorrect ' .
Communication 19 36 | 4 - 6 65
Total Ll 50 10 19 123

it e

X%;lB.lZ, significant at .005 level,

Table 24, 'Experimental Stud&gu Number of Subjects Stopping at
. Communication Description fcr Routine Hablt with
subjects disagreeing with initiel Description Eliminated.

Agree Disagzree Equal

more than more than agree & No

_disagree agree disagree Stop Total
Correct o . -
Communication 25 13 R 9 51
Incorrect :
Communication 20 6 1 20 Ly
Total Lsg 19 5 29 98

X?=8-97, significant at .05 level,

Table 25, ZExperimental S*udy: Nurber cf Subjects Stopping at
Communlication izzeription for Constrained Decislon with
Subjects Disagreeing with Initial Description Eliminated,

Agree ‘ Tﬁsagree"Equal‘

more than more than agree & . No

Aisagrse _ agree -disagrge Stop Iotal
Correct . ‘ ‘ :
Communication 36 11 3 13 63
Incorrect ‘ .
Communication 31 16 0 16 63
Total 67 27 3 29 125
e

X“=l,62, not significant,




Table 26, Experimental Study: Number of Subjects Stopping at
Communicatlion Description for Fatalism with Subjects
Disagreeing with Initial Dexcription Eliminated.

Agree 'Disagree Equal

more than = more than agree & -No -
o digagree __apgree disagree  Stop Total
Correct:
Communication 32 5 2 23 62
Incorrect '
Communication. 13 17 1 26 57
Total L5 22 3 Lo 119

X2=18.85. significart nt ,001 level.

——

Table 27. Experimenfal Study: Number of Subjects Stopping at
‘ Communication Description for Problem Solving
Coorientation Situation.

Agree Disagree . Equal

more than more than agree & No
disagres _amree disagree Stop Total
Correct 1
Communication” 65 11 0 64 140

lBscause of a cierical error, both treatments had the correct
comnmunication description in this treatment. Thus, no
significance tests wemre calculated,

-~

Table 28, Experimental Study: Number of Subjects Stopping at
Communicaiion DNzscription for Routine Habit
Coorientational Situation. '

L "

'Aé}ee ' Diégéree Equal

more than more than agree & No

_disagree agree  disagree Stop Total
Correct '
Communication 33 11 1 25 70
Incorrect : . -
Communication 33 5 0 32 . 70.
Total 66 - 16 1 57 140

%= 4.12, not significant,




Table 29. Experimental Study: Number of Subjects Stopping at
Communication Iesg2riptlion for Constrained Decision
Coorientation Sivuation.

Agree Disagree Equal
more than more than agree & No
disagree agree disazree Stop Total
‘Correct . S
Communicaticn: 1% 12 6 #38 70
Incorrect
Communication 23 13 6 28 70
Total 37 25 12 66 140
2

X= 3;74, not significant.

Table 30. Experimental Study: Number of Subjects Stopping at
Communication Description for Fatalism Coorienation

Situation.
Agree Disagree Equal
moxe than more than agree & No
disagree agree disagree Stop Total

Correct A
Communication 21 26 1 22 70
Incorrect
Communication 30 20 2 18 70
Total 51 46 3 40 140

X2= 310, not significant.




